frequently remove user videos whose copyright status is dubious, leaving users little room to argue for the value of their works. In this context, the potential for vids to be understood as scholarly and critical -and therefore legal -works is a matter not just of semantics but also of survival. Scholars have repeatedly argued that vids are critical textual engagements and transformative works. Could these qualities give vids a home at emerging scholarly video repositories?
At the 2010 SCMS (Society for Cinema and Media Studies) conference in Los Angeles, this possibility came up in response to a talk by Faden, when a conversation between Steve Anderson and Louisa Stein ended with the University of Southern Californiasponsored Web site Critical Commons -which hosts film clips supplemented by textual discussion for use in media studies classes -being proposed as an appropriate venue for vidders to make their works available. 3 From an academic perspective, this is an elegant solution, but the issues it raises within vidding culture are not so simple. In Fan Cultures, Matt Hills reminds us that while fans and academics may seem to engage in like activities, their driving forces, ultimate outcomes, and modes of engagement often differ. 4 Scholarly content may help us argue that fan works are valid and legal, yet academics may do a disservice to fannish spaces if we model all engagement and motivations on our own. If Critical Commons has the potential to rescue vids, framing them exclusively within an academic context elides possible distinctions and continuities between vidding and an as yet tenuous category of video-based scholarship. We can see this best by looking at examples of vids that move between contexts. Our own work has both encouraged and participated in the convergence of vidding and scholarship, and we draw on that to discuss a vid created by one of the authors as well as one we have both written about academically. Vidders and academics often engage in similar analytic processes to comparable critical ends; vids offer condensed critiques of media texts that would take dozens of pages to unravel in academic analysis and whose impact would fall short of the emotional power of the vid. Moreover, the process of vidding is often analogous to the labor of producing scholarship in cultural theory. In both cases, finding one's archive and articulating connections between the creative and/or scholarly work of others is central. Scholarly vids could be connections between the world of academic digital humanities and the emerging digital critical and creative practices that thrive outside traditional institutional contexts. Yet we must not forget the ultimately different emotional and intellectual investments and rewards that separate the academic from the nonacademic fan. When the "tourists" who "come and stare" take away what they have learned to use it for their own ends, they are driven by a variety of motives. While media fandom prides itself on its nonprofit ethos and purposefully cherishes the free labor within fannish spaces, academic analysis is driven not only by love for study. And while fan praise and esteem functions as a currency of its own, academic analysis can provide social and monetary rewards beyond fannish boundaries. Debates over how much open-access scholarship and cultural production by academics should contribute to tenure reviews -the context within which media scholars debated the issue at SCMS -make this very clear. As scholars of fan production, we constantly seek to problematize the arbitrary binary between interpretive and creative work, between academic and artist -but that does not mean we want to erase it. While Alexis's scholarly vid purposefully opens up a space where academic analysis and fannish engagement feed into one another, Lim's subcultural fanvid addresses the conflicts that spring up in this tenuous intersection. Lim complicates the narratives that spring up around the kind of crossover success "Us" achieves to insist on the place for fannish intellectual engagement outside an academic model. When Lim remains weary and critical of the tourists coming to stare, she is not denouncing academics' right to share fannish spaces or to employ vidding as a tool, but rather is recalling the relative privilege held by amateur and professional cultural analysts, viewers, and media makers. It is vital for us as academics, fans, and vidding scholars -whether creating or analyzing vids -to pay constant attention to these subtle distinctions. Fan studies pioneer Henry Jenkins as academic "tourist" in Lim's "Us" (2007) .
